tew grams would remain in a truckload ot spent tuel, or by launcnmg it into deep space.
In both the "minimized accessibility" and the "elimination" categories, some of the options use the plutonium to generate electricity, while others dispose of the plutonium without using its energy content. Both classes of options would involve net economic costs. The electricity generation options would produce revenues, but the costs of using plutonium to produce this electricity would be higher than the costs of generating it using enriched uranium. The current Russian government nonetheless sees weapons plutonium as a valuable asset and therefore strongly prefers options that use the plutonium.
Risks of Storage. Although intermediate storage is an inevitable step preceding all disposition options, it should not be extended longer than necessary. Maintaining this material in a readily weapons-usable form over the long term would send negative political signals for nonproliferation and arms reduction, and the security offered by indefinite storage against the risks of breakout and theft is entirely dependent on the durability of the political arrangements. Indeed, one of the key criteria by which disposition options should be judged is the speed with which they can be accomplished, and thus how rapidly they curtail these risks of storage.
Risks of Handling—The "Stored Weapons Standard." Although options in the "minimized accessibility" and "elimination" classes decrease the long-term accessibility of the material for weapons use, they could increase the short-term risks of theft or diversion because of the required processing and transport steps. In order to ensure that the overall process reduces net security risks, an agreed and stringent standard of security and accounting must be maintained throughout the disposition process, approximating as closely as practicable the security and accounting applied to intact nuclear weapons. We call this the "stored weapons standard." These risks of handling are a second key criterion for judging disposition options.
Risks of Recovery—The "Spent Fuel Standard." A third key security criterion for judging disposition options is the risk of recovery of the plutonium after disposition. We believe that options for the long-term disposition of weapons plutonium should seek to meet a "spent fuel standard"—that is, to make this plutonium roughly as inaccessible for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent fuel from commercial reactors. Options that left the plutonium more accessible than these existing stocks would mean that this material would continue to pose a unique safeguards problem indefinitely. Conversely, the costs, complexities, risks, and delays of going beyond the spent fuel standard to eliminate the excess weapons plutonium completely, or nearly so, would not be justified unless the same approach were to be taken with the global stock of civilian plutonium. Over the long term, however, steps beyond the spent fuel standard will be necessary—for bothesp. rp.artrtr« en tViat c*>norotaH ,,,~o~~— ~i.,*—:— :-----4.d Number 94-65536 International Standard Book Number 0-309-05042-1
